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DETAILED ACTION 
Status of Claims 

The following is a FINAL office action. In accordance with the amendment to application 
10/553,479 filed on 14 December 2010, claims 1-34 are pending in the application and have 
been examined on the merits discussed below. 

• Claims 1-9, 12 and 14-33 have been previously amended. 

• Claim 34 has been added new. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that form the basis 
for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public use or on 
sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United States. 

Claims 1, 3, 4, 6-24, 26, and 29-30 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated by 
Daniel K. Gardner, Clinton A. Staley and Matthew A. Wormley, USPAT 6,064,978, (hereinafter 
referred to as Gardner et al). 

Claim 1 - 

As per claim 1, Gardner et al disclose a method that utilizes a processor ("computer network" is 
processor, col. 2, 1. 54) to provide answers to a question, comprising: 

• receiving a question from a first user; (col. 3, 11. 8-9) 

• providing the question on a given web page; (col. 3, 11. 57 — 58) 

• receiving evaluation data ("comments", col. 3, 11. 21-22, and "question points" are 
evaluation data, col. 3, 11. 1 1-13) for the question from a second user and an operator of 
the 
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web page; ("answerers provides an answer . . . via the computer network" is an operator 
of the webpage, col. 1, 11. 51-56; Fig. 7, col. 5, 11. 1-4) 

• calculating evaluation result data, using the processor ("via the computer network", col. 
2, 1. 63), by reflecting the evaluation data; ("question points", col. 3, 11. 11-13, and 
"comments" are evaluation data, col. 3, 11. 21-22) and 

• providing the evaluation result data on the web page in association with the 
question, (col. 3, 11. 57-60) 

Claim 3 - 

As per claim 3, Gardner et al disclose the method as claimed in claim 1, further comprising 
displaying the question according to a predetermined display method if the evaluation result data 
is not coincident with a predetermined reference, (col. 3, 11. 57-60) 

Claim 4 - 

As per claim 4, Gardner et al disclose the method as claimed in claim 1, wherein: 

• step (c) comprises receiving one of "affirmation" and "negation" for the 

question from the second user ("answerers" are second users, col. 3, 11. 22-27) or the 
operator, and step (d) comprises: 

• increasing given evaluation value data corresponding to the evaluation result data if 
the "affirmation" is received; and reducing the evaluation value data if the "negation" 
is received, (col. 4, 11. 23-24) 



Claim 6 - 
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As per claim 6, Gardner et al disclose the method as claimed in claim 1, further comprising 
increasing point data associated with the second user by a predetermined value in response to the 
input of the evaluation data. (col. 3, 11. 49-40) 

Claim 7 - 

As per claim 7, Gardner et al disclose the method as claimed in claim 6, wherein 
increasing the point data by the predetermined value comprises: 

• receiving a limit number corresponding to a predetermined unit period from the 
operator ("points per day" determines unit period, col. 4, 11. 17-19); 

• counting an input number that the second user inputs the evaluation data during the unit 
period; ("number of points per day", col. 4, 11. 17-19) and 

• if the input number is below the limit number, increasing the point data associated with 
the Second user by the predetermined value in response to the input of the evaluation 
data. (col. 3, 11. 49-40) 



Claim 8 - 

As per claim 8, Gardner et al disclose a method that utilizes a processor ("computer network" is 
processor, col. 2, 1. 54) to provide answers to a question, comprising: 

• providing a question input by a first user on a given web page; (col. 3, 11. 8-9) 

• receiving an answer for the question from a second user; (col. 3, 11. 21-27) 

• providing the answer on the web page in association with the question; (col. 4, 11. 7-8) 

• if a plurality of answers are input, receiving votes for the answers from a third user 
("answer evaluation system" is third user, col. 1, 11. 61-65) for a predetermined voting 
period ("asker A determines if any more comments are needed to complete the 
answer" is the voting period, col. 3, 11. 40-45); and increasing polling score, using the 
processor ("via the computer network", col. 2, 1. 63), corresponding to the answers in 
response to the input of the votes, ("numerical score" is polling score, col. 3, 11. 34-36) 
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As per claim 9, Gardner et al disclose the method as claimed in claim 8, further comprising 
providing the polling score on the web page in association with the answers, ("a WWW page a 
question list with corresponding question point values", Fig. 2, col. 3, 1157-60) 



Claim 10 - 

As per claim 10, Gardner et al disclose the method as claimed in claim 8, wherein the voting 
period is a predetermined period input by the first user and/or a period until the number of voters 
input by the first user is reached, ("answerers" are voters, col. 3, 11. 40-45) 



Claim 11 - 

As per claim 11, Gardner et al disclose the method as claimed in claim 8, wherein the voting 
period is a predetermined period input by an operator and/or a period until a given number of 
voters input by the operator is reached, ("answerers" are voters, col. 3, 11. 40-45) 



Claim 12 - 

As per claim 12, Gardner et al disclose the method as claimed in claim 8, wherein receiving the 
answer comprises receiving answers to the question from the second user for a predetermined 
answer period, and the step of receiving the votes comprises receiving the votes for the answers 
from the third user if the answer period has elapsed, ("answerers" are voters, col. 3, 11. 40-45) 



Claim 13 - 
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As per claim 13, Gardner et al disclose the method as claimed in claim 12, wherein the answer 
period is a predetermined period input by the first user, ("assigning question points based on 
urgency", col. 1, 11. 50-54) 

Claim 14 - 

As per claim 14, Gardner et al disclose the method as claimed in claim 8, further comprising 
adopting one or more answers based on the polling score if the voting period has elapsed, (col. 3, 
11. 46-50) 

Claim 15 - 

As per claim 15, Gardner et al disclose the method as claimed in claim 8, wherein if the polling 
score corresponding to the answers is less than predetermined polling score after the voting 
period has elapsed, not adopting an answer and displaying that there is no adopted answer, (no 
answer being displayed after a question means no adopted answer, col. 4, 11. 7-8) 

Claim 16 - 

As per claim 16, Gardner et al disclose the method as claimed in claim 14, further comprising 
displaying the adopted answer according to a predetermined display method, (col. 4, 11. 7-8) 

Claim 17 - 

As per claim 17, Gardner et al disclose the method as claimed in claim 14, further comprising: 
deciding the second user who input the adopted answer as an answer adopter; ("selected for 
separate WWW site" is answer adopter, col. 4, 11. 64-67) and increasing point data associated 
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with the answer adopter by a predetermined value, ("answer points" is point data associated, col. 
4, 11. 57-60) 



Claim 18 - 

As per claim 18, Gardner et al disclose the method as claimed in claim 17, wherein increasing 
the point data associated with the answer adopter by the predetermined value comprises: 

• maintaining point data associated with a user in a point database; (col. 4, 11. 60-62) 

• receiving compensation point data from the first user; (col. 4, 11. 64-67) 

• increasing the point data associated with the answer adopter by the compensation 
point data based on the compensation point data; (col. 4, 11. 64-67) and 

• reducing the point data associated with the first user by the compensation point data, 
(col. 3, 11. 54-55) 



Claim 19 - 

As per claim 19, Gardner et al disclose the method as claimed in claim 18, wherein increasing 
the point data associated with the answer adopter by the compensation point data based on the 
compensation point data comprises: 

• if plural answers are adopted, distributing the compensation point data input by the 
first user in the ratio of the polling score corresponding to each of the adopted answers; 
(col. 3,11. 51-53) and 



• increasing the point data associated with each answer adopter by the distributed 
compensation point data. (col. 4, 11. 64-67) 
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As per claim 20, Gardner et al disclose the method as claimed in claim 8, further comprising 
increasing the point data associated with the third user by a predetermined value in response to 
the input of the votes, ("free premiums" are increased point data, col. 4, 11. 62-64) 

Claim 21 - 

As per claim 21, Gardner et al disclose the method as claimed in claim 20, wherein increasing 
point data by a predetermined value comprises: 

• receiving a limit number corresponding to a predetermined unit period from an 
operator; ("question points per day", col. 4, 11. 17-19) 

• counting an input number that the third user inputs votes for the unit period; ("number 
of points per day", col. 4, 11. 17-19) and 

• if the input number is below the limit number, increasing the point data associated with 
the third user by the predetermined value in response to the input of the votes, (col. 3, 
11. 39-40) 

Claim 22 - 

As per claim 22, Gardner et al disclose the method as claimed in claim 8, wherein receiving the 
votes comprises: receiving a vote return command for the answers from the first user; and 
receiving votes for the answers from the third user after the vote return command is input, 
("answerers" are voters, col. 3, 11. 40-45) 



Claim 23 - 
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Claim 23 is directed to a method for providing answers for a question. Claim 23 recites the same 
or similar limitations as those addressed above for claim 8. Claim 23 is therefore rejected for the 
same reasons as set forth above for claim 8, respectively. 

Claim 24 - 

As per claim 24, Gardner et al disclose the method as claimed in claim 23, wherein receiving the 
evaluation data comprises receiving one of the given number of evaluation grades for the 
adopted answer from the first user, and increasing the point data comprises: 

• maintaining a point data value corresponding to the evaluation grade; (col. 3, 11. 34-37) 
and 

• increasing the point data associated with the second user by the point data value 
corresponding to the evaluation grade, (col. 3, 11. 46-50) 

Claim 26 - 

As per claim 26, Gardner et al disclose the method as claimed in claim 25, wherein receiving the 
additional answer comprises: 

• counting the number of additional answers input; and allowing the additional answers 
not to be input if the number exceeds a given number, ("determine if more comments 
(i.e., answers) are needed", col. 3, 11. 41-46) 

Claim 29 - 

As per claim 29, Gardner et al disclose a method that utilizes a processor ("computer network" is 
processor, col. 2, 1. 54) to provide answers to a question, comprising: 

• providing a question input by a first user on a given web page; (col. 3, 11. 8-9) 
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• receiving answers for the question from a second user for a predetermined period; (col. 
3, 11. 21-27) 

• providing the answers on a web page in association with the question; (col. 4, 11. 7-8) 

• deciding using the processor ("via the computer network", col. 2, 1. 63) the question 
and an answer associated with the question as knowledge data; 

("formal recognition" is knowledge data, col. 5, 11. 1-5) 

• receiving a recommendation for the knowledge data from a third user; ("formal 
recognition" is knowledge data, col. 5, 11. 1 -5) and 

• providing the recommendation on the web page in association with the knowledge 
data, ("formal recognition" is knowledge data, col. 5, 11. 1-5) 

Claim 30 - 

As per claim 30, Gardner et al disclose the method as claimed in claim 29, further comprising 
displaying the recommended knowledge data according to a predetermined display method. 
("WWW page acknowledgement", col. 5, 11. 3-5) 

Claim 34 - 

As per claim 34, Gardner et al disclose the method as claimed in claim 8, wherein the first user 
("asker" is first user, col. 1, 11. 49-50), the second user ("an answerer" is second user, col. 1, 11. 
55-56), and the third user ("answer evaluation system" is third user, col. 1, 11. 61-65) are all 
different users. Since the "asker" accepts or rejects the answer from the "answerer" (col. 1, 11. 
58-59) the "asker" is different from the "answerer". And, the third user (i.e., "answer evaluation 
system") being a system is different. 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all obviousness 
rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

Claims 2, 5, 25, 27, 28, and 31-33 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Gardner et al, and further in view of James D. Marks, Robert Weaver, and Jeremy Shao, 
USPgPUB 2003/0163356, (hereinafter referred to as Marks et al). 

Claim 2 - 

As per claim 2, Gardner et al disclose the method as claimed in claim 1 . Gardner et al teach 
providing answer for question and do not explicitly teach graphs. However, Marks et al teach 
wherein step (e) comprises displaying the evaluation result data as a predetermined graph, 
("pictures" are graphs, pg. 1, Paragraph ooo4, 11. 7-8 of Marks et al) 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to 
expand the method of Gardner et al to include graphs. One of ordinary skill in the art at the time 
of the invention would have been motivated to be easily modifiable (pg. 1, Paragraph 0001, 11. 3- 
4 of Marks et al) and to expand the method of Gardner et al in this way since Marks et al 
discusses a method where the question is posted in a location where it is accessible to the experts 
to respond (pg. 1, Paragraph 0005, 11. 10-1 1 of Marks et al) 

Claim 5 - 

As per claim 5, Gardner et al in view of Marks et al disclose the method as claimed in claim 1 . 
Gardner et al teach providing question and answer and do not explicitly teach operator action. 
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Gardner et al teach wherein step (d) comprises: 

• calculating the evaluation result data by assigning a predetermined weight to the 
evaluation data that is received from the operator or the user to which predetermined 
authority 0 has been assigned by the operator, (col. 2, 11. 1-6) 

However, Mark et al teach the step 

• wherein determining whether the received evaluation data is evaluation data that is 
received from the operator or a user to which predetermined authority has been 
assigned by the operator; (pg. 3, Paragraph 0047, 11. 3-4 & 8 of Marks et al). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to 
expand the method of Gardner et al to include operator actions. One of ordinary skill in the art at 
the time of the invention would have been motivated to be easily modifiable (pg. 1, Paragraph 
0001, 11. 3-4 of Marks et al) and to expand the method of Gardner et al in this way since Marks et 
al discusses a method where the question is posted in a location where it is accessible to the 
experts to respond (pg. 1, Paragraph 0005, 11. 10-11 of Marks et al) 

Claim 25 - 

As per claim 25, Gardner et al in view of Marks et al disclose the method as claimed in claim 14 
or 23. Gardner et al teach additional answers and does not explicitly teach having a problem 
raised. Gardner et al teach receiving an additional answer for the raised problem from the 
second user who input the adopted answer; and providing the additional answer on the web page 
in association with the adopted answer ("accepted answers" are additional answers, col. 4, 11. 7- 
8). However, Marks et al teach further comprising receiving a problem raised for the adopted 
answer by a fourth user; providing the raised problem to the second user who input the adopted 
answer, (pg. 3, Paragraph 0044, 11. 3-9) 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to 
expand the method of Gardner et al to include receiving a problem raised in the adopted answer. 
One of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention would have been motivated to be 
easily modifiable (pg. 1, Paragraph 0001, 11. 3-4 of Marks et al) and to expand the method of 
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Gardner et al in this way since Marks et al discusses a method where the question is posted in a 
location where it is accessible to the experts to respond (pg. 1, Paragraph 0005, 11. 10-11 of 
Marks et al) 

Claim 27 - 

Claim 27 is directed to a method for providing answers for a question. Claim 27 recites the same 
or similar limitations as those addressed above for claim 25. Claim 27 is therefore rejected for 
the same reasons as set forth above for claim 25, respectively. 

Claim 28 - 

Claim 28 is directed to a method for providing answers for a question. Claim 28 recites the same 
or similar limitations as those addressed above for claim 25. Claim 28 is therefore rejected for 
the same reasons as set forth above for claim 25, respectively. 

Claim 31 - 

As per claim 31, Gardner et al disclose the method as claimed in claim 29. Gardner does not 
explicitly teach categories. However, Marks et al teach wherein: 

• step (e) comprises receiving a category associated with the knowledge data 
from the third user, (pg. 2, Paragraph 0033, 11. 1 1-12 of Marks et al) and 

• step (f) comprises displaying the category in association with the 
knowledge data. (pg. 4, Paragraph 0053 of Marks et al) 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to 
expand the method of Gardner et al to include receiving and displaying categories. One of 
ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention would have been motivated to be easily 
modifiable (pg. 1, Paragraph 0001, 11. 3-4 of Marks et al) and to expand the method of Gardner et 
al in this way since Marks et al discusses a method where the question is posted in a location 
where it is accessible to the experts to respond (pg. 1, Paragraph 0005, 11. 10-11 of Marks et al) 
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Claim 32 - 

As per claim 32, Gardner et al disclose the method as claimed in claim 29. Gardner et al teach 
weights and do not explicitly teach knowledge database. However, Marks et al teach further 
comprising: 

• maintaining the knowledge data and recommendation information associated with the 
knowledge data in a knowledge database; ("archive data", pg. 2, Paragraph 0028, 11. 4- 
6, and "stores questions and answers", pg. 2, Paragraph 0029, 11. 7-11 of Marks et al) 

• receiving a search request for the knowledge data from a fourth user; ("select a 
question", pg. 2, Paragraph 0033, 1. 1 1 of Marks et al) 

• searching the knowledge database for the knowledge data in response to the search 
request; (pg. 2, Paragraph 0033, 11. 14-16 of Marks et al) 

• determining an arranging order of the searched knowledge data; ("categories by subject 
matter", pg. 2, Paragraph 0028, 11. 5-6 of Marks et al) and 

• displaying the searched knowledge data according to the arranging order, (pg. 2, 
Paragraph 0033, 11. 16-17 of Marks et al) 

• the step of determining the arranging order of the searched knowledge data comprises 
the steps of: 

• determining whether the searched knowledge data are recommended knowledge data 
based on the recommendation information; (pg. 3, Paragraph 0042, 11. 15-25 of Marks 
et al)and 

• determining the arranging order by assigning a predetermined weight to the 
recommended knowledge data, ("question points" are weights, col. 2, 11. 1-7 of 
Gardner) 
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It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to 
expand the method of Gardner et al to include knowledge data. One of ordinary skill in the art at 
the time of the invention would have been motivated to be easily modifiable (pg. 1, Paragraph 
0001, 11. 3-4 of Marks et al) and to expand the method of Gardner et al in this way since Marks et 
al discusses a method where the question is posted in a location where it is accessible to the 
experts to respond (pg. 1, Paragraph 0005, 11. 10-11 of Marks et al) 



Claim 33 - 

As per claim 33, Gardner et al in view of Marks et al disclose a method. Gardner et al teach a 
method and do not explicitly teach a computer-readable medium. However, Marks et al teach 
computer-readable recording medium ("method executed by a server", pg. 1, Paragraph 0005, 11. 
1-2 of Marks et al ) in which a program for implementing a method according to claim 1 is 
recorded. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to 
expand the method of Gardner et al to include computer-readable medium. One of ordinary skill 
in the art at the time of the invention would have been motivated to be easily modifiable (pg. 1, 
Paragraph 0001, 11. 3-4 of Marks et al) and to expand the method of Gardner et al in this way 
since Marks et al discusses a method where the question is posted in a location where it is 
accessible to the experts to respond (pg. 1, Paragraph 0005, 11. 10-11 of Marks et al) 



Response to Arguments 

Applicant's arguments filed 14 December 2010 have been fully considered but they are not 
persuasive. Applicant argues that the Office Action's analysis is flawed because it is inconsistent 
with disclosing "comments" then "question points" separately and distinctly as evaluation data. 
Examiner respectfully disagrees with the applicant's arguments and responds that "comments" 
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and "question points" taken together are evaluation data. This change has been incorporated in 
the office action disclosure for claim 1, above. 

Applicant's arguments filed 14 December 2010 have been fully considered but they are not 
persuasive. Applicant argues that the computer network of prior art Gardner et al is used only to 
provide answers to published questions and not to calculate evaluation result data. Examiner 
respectfully disagrees with the applicant's argument and responds that in Gardner et al the 
expression "via the computer network" (col.2, 11. 60-63) is not limited to publishing questions. 
The phrase applies to and modifies the execution of the "answer evaluation method". 
Accordingly, "via the computer network" implements the answer evaluation method and 
calculates evaluation result data. 

Applicant's arguments filed 14 December 2010 have been fully considered but they are not 
persuasive. Applicant argues that Gardner et al fails to disclose receiving votes for the answers 
from a third user for a predetermined voting period. Examiner respectfully disagrees with the 
applicant's argument and responds that Gardner et al disclose this limitation in claim 8, above, 
and copied as follows. If a plurality of answers are input, receiving votes for the answers from a 
third user ("answer evaluation system" is third user, col. 1 , 11. 6 1 -65) for a predetermined voting 
period ("asker A determines if any more comments are needed to complete the answer" is the 
voting period, col. 3, 11. 40-45); and increasing polling score, using the processor ("via the 
computer network", col. 2, 1. 63), corresponding to the answers in response to the input of the 
votes, ("numerical score" is polling score, col. 3, 11. 34-36) 

Applicant's arguments filed 14 December 2010 have been fully considered but they are not 
persuasive. Applicant argues that Gardner et al fails to disclose the limitations of claim 23. 
Examiner respectfully disagrees with the applicant's argument and responds that claim 23 is 
similar to claim 8. Accordingly, claim 23 is rejected for the same reasons as set for in claim 8 
and the examiner's response in the immediately previous paragraph. More specifically, Gardner 
et al discloses the limitations of claim 23 as follows. If the period has elapsed, receiving input 
for adopting the answer and evaluation data for the adopted answer from the first user ("question 
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asker A publishes a question and assigns question points" + "comments relevant to the question" 
is input for adopting the answer and evaluation data, col. 3, 11. 8-9 & 21-22); and increasing point 
data ("A may increase the number of pints assigned to a question", col. 3, 11. 38-39), using the 
processor, associated with the second user ("answerers" is second user, col. 3, 11. 21-24) who 
input the adopted answer based on the evaluation data, ("answerers request and obtain 
clarifications . . . before providing an answer", col. 3, 11. 21-24). 

Applicant's arguments filed 14 December 2010 have been fully considered but they are not 
persuasive. Applicant argues that Gardner et al fails to disclose the limitation (d) of claim 29. 
Examiner respectfully disagrees with the applicant's argument and responds that the prior and 
instant office actions disclose this limitation as copied below. Deciding using the processor ("via 
the computer network", col. 2, 1. 63) the question and an answer associated with the question as 
knowledge data, ("formal recognition" is knowledge data, col. 5, 11. 1-5) 

Applicant's arguments filed 14 December 2010 have been fully considered but they are not 
persuasive. Applicant argues that Gardner et al fails to disclose providing the polling score on the 
web page in association with the answers. Examiner respectfully disagrees with the applicant's 
argument and responds that Gardner et al teach this limitation via displaying on a WWW page a 
question list with corresponding question point values, with corresponding question point 
values. (Fig. 2, col. 3, 1157-60) 

Applicant's arguments filed 14 December 2010 have been fully considered but they are not 
persuasive. Applicant argues that Gardner et al fails to disclose an elapsed answer period - i.e., if 
in Figure 1, answer is complete at step 1 10, steps 1 12 and 1 14 continue the answer period. 
Examiner respectfully disagrees with the applicant's argument and responds that the answer 
period has truly elapsed at step 1 10- of Figure 1 because steps 1 12 and 1 14 are merely 
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administrative "clean up tasks" for implementation of the answerer motivation and incentive 
steps of the process. The answer is definitely over at step 1 10. 

Applicant's arguments filed 14 December 2010 have been fully considered but they are not 
persuasive. Applicant argues that Gardner et al fails to disclose adopting an answer based on the 
numerical score assigned by the asker, A. Examiner respectfully disagrees with the applicant's 
argument and responds that ("if comments chosen in step 106 and evaluated in step 108 are 
sufficient to constitute a complete answer" (Fig. 1) is adopting an answer based on numerical 
score, (i.e., "quantitative evaluation", Fig. 1 and col. 3, 11. 34-45) 

Conclusion 

THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as 
set forth in 37 CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within TWO 
MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not mailed until after 
the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the shortened statutory period 
will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any extension fee pursuant to 37 
CFR 1.136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of the advisory action. In no event, 
however, will the statutory period for reply expire later than SIX MONTHS from the mailing 
date of this final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to WILLIAM PORTER whose telephone number is (571)270-7786. 
The examiner can normally be reached on Monday Through Thursday 8 - 4. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Beth Boswell can be reached on (571) 272-6737. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would 
like assistance from a USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated 
information system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 



/W.P./ 



/Jonathan G. Sterrett/ 

Primary Examiner, Art Unit 3623 



